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Editorial 


Dear Readers, 

It seems to me that the essay by Walter van der Kamp breaks new ground in 
our grasp of what the battle is all about. It runs deeper than either the issue of 
evolution or geocentricity (with which Mr. van der Kamp has been concerned). 
Itis one thing for God Himself to declare us to be gods as He does in Psalm 82:6 
and John 10:34. It is quite another for us to declare ourselves to be gods as 
Lucifer did (Isaiah 14:12-14, Ezekiel 28:14-17); as many of the ancient rulers 
did (Ezekiel 28:2-10); and as, according to van der Kamp’s thesis, modern 
scientists do when they implicitly or explicity confer upon themselves specta- 
tor status over the rest of nature. In Christ through faith we are raised up as 
gods (created in His image) and from our lofty vantage point in obedience to 
Him and His word we are spectators (participant observers might be better) of 
the rest of the created realm. Our science is merely the most formalized 
outworking and cataloguing of the knowledge gained from the lofty vantage 
point of our created identity in Him. 

But if we reject the Creator and in so doing our created identity, by what logic 
and moral right do we set ourselves up as in some sense knowledgeable 
spectators, observers and judges of nature in the manner of modern science? 
The absurd conclusion of our unbelief is that we are locked forever in the 
system. We are unalterably embedded in the ongoing process and therefore 
disqualified as observers of it. Yet our very nature cries out against accepting 
this embeddedness, and inevitably, in accordance with our nature (our true 
though denied created identity as creatures in God's own image) we set 
ourselves up as spectator gods and judges of God's creation. This we do in 
implicit opposition to Him thus inheriting not the blessing of | John 3:1-2 but 
the curse of Ezekiel 28. 


Paul D. Ackerman 
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Letters and Comments 
Dear Editor: 


I saw your Society mentioned in the Sept./Oct. 1979 Students For Origins 
Research newsletter. | have been looking for an organization of this type for two 
years and | am glad to have found one that deals with the social, economic, 
historical, philosophical, theological implications of evolutionary theory and 
Creation science. 

lam opening up a Christian library for the public here in New York City, and! 
want to have a complete collection of as much creation science material as | 
can obtain. (CSSHQ readers might help in this regard. — Ed.). 

| pray the Creator Jesus Christ bless you as you study Him and His works. 

Thank you for helping me. 


Walker S. Skold 
1662 Grand Ave., Apt. A3 
Bronx, New York 10453 


Dear Editor: 


I think that your Society, and hence your magazine, fills a real gap and 
therefore meets a real need in the overall creation-evolution battlefield. Keep it 
up! 

Yours sincerely in Christ. 


AJ Monty White 
3 Church Terrace 
Cardiff CF2 5AW 

United Kingdom 


Dear Editor: 


A tremendous magazine. It is filled with a wealth of information that should 
stir a believer's heart. One that believes there is a living God. 
May God continue His gracious blessing on your work. 


Mrs. Cynthia Griffin 

Box 659 

Moosomin, Sask SOG 3NO 
Canada 


Dear Editor: 


| continue to enjoy the Quarterly which is slowly building up into a file of 
reference for me. 

To those who honour Him there is abundant blessing. You and the work or 
rather witness are always a matter of my prayer life 

In Him — Yours. 


Albert E. Bennett 
P.O. Box 2585 
Smithers, B.C 
Canada, VO52NO 


ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Catholics Must Fight Evolution 
— Why? 


This headline appeared in the brochure of books, tapes and cassettes 
distributed by Keep the Faith, Inc., a Catholic group. It announced the publica- 
tion of the book, The Crumbling Theory of Evolution by J.W.G. Johnson (with 
Imprimatur, 23 November 1981) and six tapes of Mr. Johnson’s lectures (order 
#389AB, $25 for books and tapes). 

Please order from Keep The Faith, Inc., P.O. Box 254, Montvale, NJ 07645. 


More Creationist Materials 
for Catholics 


The CSSH Quarterly, Vol. |V, No. 2 (Winter 1981) carried an announcement 
about creationist materials especially addressed to Catholic inquirers into the 
creation-evolution issue which were published by the Catholic Center for 
Creation Research (now defunct). 

Mr. Paul Ellwanger, one of the sustaining members of the CSSHS, has a 
limited supply of these materials which he will make available at nominal cost. 
Mr, Ellwanger has recently moved. His new address is 56 Beechwood, Plano, 
TX 75075. For a complete list of available materials and further information, 
please contact Mr. Ellwanger directly. 
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Bible and Science 
Walter van der Kamp 


Objectifying, externalizing the Universe, imagining himself to be like God 
when he does it, is one of man’s conceited acts in his revolt against Heaven 
instigated by the serpent in the garden of Eden, arevolt since then maintained 
through all generations. And it is, as | see it, the one of which Christians are 
least aware. Before the coming of Copernicus its subtle but dangerous charac- 
ter remained hidden. People who believe and know the Earth to be positioned 
completely at rest by Him, who alone is Absolute, did not go far wrong in their 
cosmological castle-building; all observed motions were self-evidently abso- 
lute. Charity compels me to assume that they, fully or no more than dimly 
aware of the portentous issue, only wanted to investigate and demonstrate 
the detailed workings of God's mighty geocentric Universe. 

The Copernican revolution changed all that. Henceforth fallen man pur- 
ported themselves to be the arbiters in matters celestial forever beyond their 
grasp. Not only that: by succeeding in their efforts to put this preposterous 
presumption across, they gave the secularists among them an opening. The 
new astronomy by implication depicted the Biblical worldview as founded on 
infantile myth and hence in fine seduced many to discard Scripture’s divine 
authority altogether. Why build your life on an antiquated message of law, 
grace, and salvation everywhere contradicted by scientific facts? 

With very few exceptions Christians, otherwise holding on to the trust- 
worthiness of God's Word, went along with Kepler and Newton, not realizing 
that in doing this they exchanged their former, at bottom theocentric, stand- 
point for a prideful, egocentric view on all that is... . Beware — if you proclaim 
that human judgment to be a fact, you are a Protagoras redivivus, aman come 
of age, akin to the personage of II Thessalonians. From a chimerical viewpoint 
somewhere in the void you talk and twitter about great matters and things too 
high for you. Psalm 131 urges you not to do this. For even if seen from Above 
you would be right, since you are not yet in this Above it behooves you to 
confess that in the last resort you can only guess and never know. However, if 
you clear away the cobwebs of an exegesis subservient to secular science that 
obstruct a level-headed view — what then do you see when reading God's 
Word? 

By asking this | do not suggest that you begin scrutinizing the Scriptures for 
didactic prooftexts. Rejecting such a procedure, | do in that sense agree with 
the old saw that the Bible is not a scientific textbook. For then its Author, to 
keep its natural philosophy understandable and credible would have been 
compelled to update the Good Book in the manner the Russians do it to official 
communist history, time after time replacing the ruling physical theories of the 
fathers at the time of the Word's publication by the newer notions of their 
children throughout all generations, God speaks in Holy Writ to men of all 
ages in the pre-analytical way of direct common-sense experience, granting 


Walter van der Kamp receives his mail at 14813 Harris Road, R.R. #1, Pitt Meadows, 
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and leaving to us a closer examination of the constituents and patterns He has 
used in putting together the world we live in. 

Only there where His Revelation concerns scientific untouchables and 
pre-Adamite unknowables we face a pseudo-dilemma. Does the Almighty 
then adapt the information either, if not to the intellectual level of the world’s 
first readers, then anyway to mankind’s apprehensive faculty in general, or do 
the accounts convey the plain truth? For to insist that the strict factual tale of, 
e.g., the first chapters of Genesis is a “highly symbolical” rendering of the 
actual events | consider to be a desperate subterfuge, allowing its propounders 
torun with the sacred hare and to hunt with the secular hounds. The referen- 
ces to the story of creation elsewhere in Holy Writ, as, e.g., in Exodus 20:11 are 
too pertinent for such a cavalier treatment of the text. 

Be this as it may, realize the implications of coming down on the side of the 
either or on the side of the other, when answering the above question. If you 
choose the first alternative you, being a member of mankind, have two 
options. You may conclude that hence you flounder in the dark when saying 
more than the inspired report says, because how it truly all happened we 
apparently are unable to understand. On the other hand you may again 
elevate yourself above your fellow-creatures in the manner Copernicus has 
seduced us to adopt in astronomy. That is to say, sitting next to God in His 
temple you assume yourself to be in a position to tell us what the Lord really 
meant to say, but was unable to get across in understandable terms. This ploy 
of elucidating the Word's supposed ‘‘anthropomorphisms” has been the favor- 
ite tool of theologians, liberal and conservative, from Origen's day to the 
present! 

. .. the unavailing search for an absolute reference frame in the world of 
matter mirrors the situation in the world of mind and spirit. Transient man is 
unable to construct absolutes anywhere. Neither in the material, nor in the 
immaterial modes of being will he find indomitable strongholds of conviction 
from which not-to-be-doubted deductions can be drawn. We cannot know, we 
can only believe. The lower cannot overreach the higher, the temporal not 
affirm the eternal. Hume was right: to be a philosophical sceptic is the first and 
most essential step towards being a sound, believing Christian. And two 
thousand years earlier Meno accurately pinpointed man’s quandary: how can 
we recognize the true account among the many propositions possible, if we 
are not told which one it is by Somebody who knows? He who longs for 
absolutes must come to God, and believe that He is and that His Word is the 
Truth. 

The ruling relativism in astronomy is a frightful phenomenon that needed 
more than three centuries to reach maturity. Copernicus made its coming 
possible when he conceived the created cosmos as an object about which he 
as a subject independent from it could not only judge on equal footing with its 
Maker, but even was able to correct a mistake this Maker had failed to put 
aright. The result was that the theocentric Universe gave way step by step toa 
homocentric one somewhere in the eternal silence of the infinite spaces that 
terrified Pascal. Western man, relentlessly driven to accept the consequences 
of his choice now finally has lost even the last hold on those spaces. Trapped in 
the inescapable nothing-but-matter-and-force relativity of his own making he 
today sees the essentially law-abiding society of yore crumbling into dust or 
only maintained by naked force. . . 


St. Paul foretold it: the mystery of iniquity in his days already at work, 
restrained in a theoretically God-centered world, is now coming to the fore in 
the man-centered world scientifically sent on its way by Galileo and his 
admirers, yet still a world that, of course, cannot demonstrate its ruling 
a-centric tenets to have any solid visible and logical support. Professing to be 
tational and wise “modern man” believes in relativity and quantum physics, 
things athousandtimes more irrational and illogical than the Bible’s mightiest 
miracle. ; 

Events have causes. The modern view, secretly already for centuries 
undermining the foundations of the Age of Faith with its cathedrals and 
cloisters, found in Galileo its victorious propagandist. The man of sin, the 
self-professed absolute of Il Thessalonians, may not yet have been revealed; 
his prototypes are certainly around us. | do not want to be found on their side in 
theology, in astronomy, or anywhere! Do you? 


Editor’s Note: 


The above article is reprinted, in part, from the November 1982 Bulletin of 
the Tychonian Society of which Mr. van der Kamp is editor. While we do not 
necessarily endorse, or reject, the Tychonian Society's belief in a geocentric 
universe, we are convinced of the Society's strong creationist stand, and we 
believe that the thoughts outlined in the foregoing paper should be seriously 
pondered by both Bible-believing Christians and also by Bible-rejecting “‘secu- 
lar relativists” (and those “in between”). It should be noted that modern 
Einsteinian theory of relativity posits that any point in the universe may be 
considered the “center” (that is, point of “rest” relative to which all else 
moves). 

In speaking of man’s man-centered worldview Mr. van der Kamp touches 
on something antedating Copernicus, namely, the traditional “subject-object” 
stance of secular philosophy expressed most influentially in classical Greek 
philosophy. If starting from an “‘above-and-beyond nature” position originat- 
ing in the express revelation by the Creator ex nihilo of the Bible — that is, 
explicitly non-secular — then, and then alone man, made in the Biblical 
Personal God's image and likeness and acknowledging his creaturehood and 
obedience, may exercise a “subject-object” task of evaluation of the remainder 
of the created universe around him. For then, and then only, man by virtue of 
receiving knowledge from this God may truly be apart from and above nature; 
this God (and none other) alone is ontologically different from the universe 
(and also from man — but by grace He reveals to man what He only is in a 
position to know absolutely and independent from the universe). 

On the other hand, if man starts with “nature” or the universe itself, and 
especially if he holds to monistic evolutionism excluding the extra- and super- 
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natural Creator, then man is of necessity himself part of “nature” or the 
universe. In that case he cannot logically or empirically maintain a “subject- 
object’’ stance when trying to evaluate himself or the rest of the world. John 
Dewey, by the way, recognized this (as shown in the CSSHO articles on his 
instrumentalist philosophy, Vol. Ill, Nos. 2, 3 and 4). Dewey derisively called 
the “subject-object’’ analytical stance a ‘‘spectator theory of knowledge” and 
attempted to replace it with his own evolutionist, monist approach of continual 
change in which “doing” and “knowing” are the same, and in which episte- 
mological certainty is impossible (as are absolute distinctions between truth 
and error, good and evil). 

Of course Dewey himself was also guilty of the “subject-object’ approach 
when presupposing a priori that monistic evolutionism is true. To reason at all, 
man must reason as though he himself stood apart from nature; his very mode 
of reasoning shows his super-natural origin. He cannot escape choosing, as 
his very first, initial, fundamental presupposition, between the super-natural 
God and Creator ex nihilo of the Bible, or else some form of monistic evolution- 
ism. This fact in itself points to the revealed truth of Genesis 1:26 and of 
Romans 1:18-20 which man suppresses at his own peril. Besides now becom- 
ing increasingly untenable on empirical grounds (further vindication of Gene- 
sis and Romans 1:18-20), monistic evolutionism also undercuts the validity of 
human thought itself. One is reminded of Darwin's despairing remark about 
the doubtful reliability of a monkey's brain or thought! 





E. Sue Paar 


Psychology as a ‘‘Basic Science” 
Paul D. Ackerman 


What does one mean by the term “basic science’? If one is asked tonamea 
basic science the first thing that comes to mind is physics. Physics is the basic 
science. But why is it called that? One reason is that it deals with the basic 
building blocks of the material universe. In that sense we could all agree that 
physics is basic. But there is another way in which physics is often erroneously 
thought of as the most basic science, and that is when it is so described ina 
philosophical sense as dealing with the basic reality of the universe. Such a 
view, of course, reflects the materialistic bias that is so common to modern 
science. A common feature of the Biblical perspective as compared to the 
pervasive secular view is that it turns things upside down. So it is with one’s 
philosophical notion of which sciences are more basic. From the Biblical 
perspective the basic reality of the created universe is the personal creator 
God. Personal, meaningful, free self is the basic reality behind the universe. 
Secondly, man is described in Scripture as the creature created in God’s own 
image. Thus in a very central sense, psychology as the science of mind, 
intelligence, self is most basic. The most basic reality subject at least in part to 
empirical scientific investigation is man himself. Psychology is that boundary- 
limit, basic science that studies the mind and behavior particularly of man but 
also of other intelligent creatures as well. 

Science searches for unifying principles. A unifying principle is one that ties 
many different and seemingly unrelated things together. From a Biblical 
perspective it could be argued that the most fundamental unifying principle of 
the created universe is man himself. Most specifically and emphatically Christ 
as the one individual unifying principle, but in a sense all of mankind as the 
creature in God’s own image. What is it that makes the universe coherent and 
meaningful? What ties together the summer evening symphony of frogs and 
insects at a farm pond andthe immense swirl of distant stars and galaxies? Is it 
not man with his philosophy, art and science? We strive to know, understand, 
appreciate and relate all that we survey around us. In man’s mind all things 
relate and adhere. We ourselves constitute the tie that binds all there is 
together. We ourselves are the unifying principle of the created universe, and 
psychology is the science of we ourselves. In that sense psychology is a very 
basic science indeed. 

One of the things we expect from a basic science is that it will shed light on 
essential and important questions of reality. There is a certain aura of impor- 
tance and excitement surrounding its discoveries. If a Biblical perspective 
suggests such a basic status for psychology, then those of us who adhere to 
the Biblical perspective might well expect a more exalted and serious role 
among the various sciences for psychology. In the present situation where 
science is dominated by materialist and evolutionist philosophy, psychology is 
not taken very seriously. This even though in an historical sense psychology 
owes much of its existence as a science to the evolutionary perspective that 
denied man’s special status in the universe. But that is water under the bridge. 


Psychology as a discipline is now an accomplished fact and how, in God's 
sovereign providence, it came to be so it not germane to the present issue. The 
coming again into prominence of a Biblical creationist perspective will in no 
wise mean a return to pre-Darwinian days. In Christ all things are made new, 
and the new creationist awakening in science will be quite distinct from 
anything which has gone before. Many lessons, both positive and negative, 
will have been learned from “Darwin’‘s century.”” The cumulative nature of 
science will be maintained and enhanced, and one feature of a newcreationist 
age in science might be and perhaps well should be a more exalted role for 
psychology as a “basic science.” 

The final characteristic of basic science that we will consider is that by its 
nature it operates at the boundary limit of power and control over the most 
pivotal and crucial natural processes. In terms of physics, what has man 
wrought with the splitting of the atom and what wonders and horrors of 
potential power await the unlocking of the secrets of subatomic particles? But 
the real secret of control over the world around us (I speak foolishly in secular 
terms — II Cor. 12:21) is not to be found in technological advances stemming 
from the natural sciences of physics, chemistry, etc. Rather it is the case that 
the most impenetrable frontier of mystery and ultimate power in the universe 
is to be found in the sinful heart of man. As it is written, “The heart is 
desperately wicked and deceitful above all things; who can know it?” In 
secular terms unless we can understand and harness our own heart we are 
doomed. Conversely (I shall speak as a madman — Il Cor. 12:23) if we can 
penetrate the mysterious realm of psychology, what limits might there be to 
what can be accomplished? We can become as gods (See Ezekiel 28:2-19 for 
God's view and reaction to such thinking). All that we can imagine we can 
perform. We shall reach the stars.' Psychology is basic science. 


Note 
1 [must emphasize that in my view itis an utter impossibility that psychology 
will solve the secrets of mind and behavior to an extent even remotely close 
to that needed to justify the type of thinking expressed in these few 
sentences. On both Biblical and empirical grounds | believe it is obvious 
that we cannot “harness our own hearts.” 


Beyond Darwinism: Exposing the 
“Neutrality of Science’’ Myth 
Ellen Myers 


The collapse of the Darwinian evolutionist model is now taking place before 
our very eyes. It is demonstrated and hastened by the flood of information now 
bursting the confines of professional journals and conferences and spilling 
over into publications addressed to the general public. The insuperable scien- 
tific difficulties with Darwinism are thus becoming known to too many outside 
the Darwinist fraternity. Neither outright attack nor silence nor derision 
towards opponents of Darwinism will put the Darwinist Humpty Dumpty 
together again. 

Why has the ailing Darwinist model been supported by the educational and 
scientific-philosophical “establishment” for so long when its weaknesses 
were known for years? In their recent frontal attack upon Darwinism noted 
British astronomers Sir Fred Hoyle and Chandra Wickramasinghe wrestle 
with this question. An Associated Press report on their new book, Evolution 
from Space, quotes them as follows: 

“If Darwinism were not considered socially desirable . . . it would of 

course be otherwise.” Hoyle and his colleague say that most scientists 

still cling to Darwinism because of its grip on the educational system 
and out of fear that any retreat would “open the floodgates” of 
irrationalism.' 

Whatever Hoyle and Wickramasinghe may have had in mind when speak- 
ing of Darwinism’s “social desirability” in the eyes of its supporters, the model 
has in actual fact been responsible for great social harm. This is because from 
its beginning it has served as a purveyor of respectability and epistemological 
support for a multitude of divergent and sometimes vicious and inhuman 
movements including eugenicism, Haeckelian monism, National Socialism 
and Marxism.? The “Darwinist connection’ to such movements has been 
investigated by many scholars and is by no means a secret, nor a specious and 
malicious assertion of opponents to Darwinism. However, the role of Darwi- 
nism in such movements needs to be made known widely and repeatedly. If 
we do well — and we do — to remember frequently the atrocities committed 
by the Nazis, and also by the Communist rulers of the Gulag Archipelago 
described so well by Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, then we also need to be aware of 
the presuppositions at their ideological roots. Darwinist-influenced thought is 
perhaps their most important, and certainly their most purportedly “scientific” 
presupposition. 

Hoyle and Wickramasinghe mention Darwinism’s “grip on the educational 
system.” It is perhaps in this area that creationists have been most effective. 
They have assiduously published the many “anomalies” of the Darwinist 
evolutionist model for many years. They have insistently and successfully 
challenged the educational and “‘scientific’’ Darwinist establishment locally, 
nationally and world-wide. Granted that they undertook their work as part and 
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parcel of the defense of the Biblical Christian faith, they yet acted within the 
true spirit of academic freedom supposed to prevail in the public schools and 
colleges of free Western societies for both evolutionists and creationists, 
unbelievers and Christians. The acclaim now accorded to such as Hoyle and 
Wickramasinghe (or Francis Hitching’s book The Neck of the Giraffe) has been 
largely facilitated by creationist pioneers like Henry Morris and Duane Gish. In 
view of the collapse of Darwinism today, and in view of the response of 
textbook writers and publishers to this development (not to mention grass- 
roots efforts by creationists), it is to state the obvious to say that Darwinism’s 
grip on the educational system is now broken. 

Let us now deal with the supposed need for support of Darwinism in order to 
defend against “irrationalism.” Once a scientific theory or paradigm has 
broken down on scientific grounds, it would seem in itself irrational to con- 
tinue to cling to it on other than scientific grounds, if “rationality” be equated 
with empirical verification (and this equation is not universally accepted by 
rational men!). However, the deepest point at issue here is not so much a fear 
of “irrationalism" but rather fear of exposure of the purported “neutrality” of 
science, or the scientific method, as a myth. Some honestly believe that there 
is such a thing as “neutrality” in scientific investigation, and they attack 
Biblical creationism as unscientific because it sees its starting point in the 
Creator God of the Bible rather than the “data” themselves. It is time to point 
out to such honest but mistaken believers in the supposed “neutrality” of 
current “secular” scientific investigation that Biblical creationist scientists are 
in a sense more “neutral” than their unbelieving colleagues, and that ‘‘secu- 
lar’ Darwinism in particular has in fact never been “neutral” at all but rather 
presupposition - and assumption-laden from its very inception. 

Acommunications gap has long existed between the scientific/ philosophi- 
cal establishment on the one hand, and “rank-and-file” scientists and the 
general public on the other hand, about the manner in which scientific 
research should be and is carried on. As recently as 1983 this writer was 
taught in an introductory college class that scientific research must proceed 
“neutrally”, that is, without value judgments and without preconceived 
assumptions about results. The class was told that one may tentatively pursue 
scientific research under the guidance of initial working hypotheses, but that 
these must be open to change depending on the actual facts observed. These 
principles, we were told, constituted the (one and only) “scientific method.” 

However, the actual relationship between theories and concrete research 
does not fit this teaching, and has not done so for over a century — since 
Darwin, to be exact. A scholar tracing the history of Darwinism in America has 
written: 

. . Darwin's work differed in many ways from the generally accepted 
view of the inductive process, in which one was thought to collect the 
“facts,” with no preconceived notions about them, add them up insome 
way, and allow an “explanation” to grow naturally out of the facts. 
Instead, Darwin presented to the world one of the first examples of the 
long, tightly reasoned hypothetical method that has come to be charac- 
teristic of modern science. The Originis, in reality, one long interwoven 
argument. Assuming that such-and-such was the case, Darwin said 
time after time, we can account for such-and-such appearances.? 

Norman Macbeth, a Yale-trained attorney examining Darwinism from the 
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general public’s perspective, has confirmed this state of affairs as follows: 

Ihave been. . . surprised to find that it is no longer considered proper for 

a scientist to approach his work with pure observation, avoiding any 

preconceived theories and even any working hypotheses. . . The scient- 

ist, it is asserted, simply cannot proceed without having a number of 

assumptions (amounting to a theory) in his mind, and the best he can 

hope for is that he will be conscious of these assumptions.* 
Macbeth then demands certain qualifications of this view, including the 
stipulation that “(t)he scientist must part with his theory cheerfully the 
moment itis proved to be contrary to any fact, great or small.’ This stipulation, 
of course, would in effect restore the traditional scientific method, and with it 
the kind of “neutrality” expected from science by the outsider. But this tradi- 
tional scientific method based upon submission to empirical findings is pre- 
cisely the method which Darwin was one of the first to overthrow and to 
replace by the new “hypothetical method!” 

It was incidentally a professing Christian, Francis Bacon (1561-1626), who 
was primarily responsible for the formulation and establishment of the tradi- 
tional scientific method and its purported “neutrality”, stressing “experimen- 
tation and induction from data rather than philosophical deduction in the 
tradition of Aristotle.““® Modern scientific advancement was largely shaped by 
the Reformation,’ that is, by a movement within Christianity squarely based 
upon the Bible. To the Christian, Biblical creationist, scientific research has 
ever been, in Johann Kepler's or perhaps Michael Faraday’s words, “‘to think 
God's thoughts after Him.” This means that the Bible-believing scientist does 
not view himself as supreme ruler and director of his research and his 
material. He is not as it were God himself. He rather does his scientific 
research in humility under God the Creator and Sustainer of all things. He is 
“neutral” in the sense of emptying himself of all his own, or his fellow men’s 
preconceived assumptions about the world God created in His (and not man’s) 
counsel, omniscience and omnipotence. He does not classify himself (as 
“realist, “nominalist”, “mechanist” etc.) according to human schools of 
thought, another aspect of his “neutrality” as between men resulting from his 
commitment to the Creator God of the Bible. 

Now the unbelieving scientist or philosopher defines scientific “neutrality” 
radically otherwise. To him, scientific “neutrality” means deliberate exclusion 
of belief in God from the outset of scientific research. But of course this very 
exclusion itself constitutes a deliberate abrogation of ‘neutrality’. Moreover, 
in the name of “neutrality” about God the door is opened to definite precon- 
ceived notions adopted from other men; in fact, such research must of neces- 
sity reflect the opinions or value judgments of the researcher and cannot be 
purely objective or “‘neutral.’”® 

Finally, the concept of “neutrality” as defined by the unbelieving scientist or 
philosopher, in addition to being impossible to translate into actual practice, 
also prejudges through its very essence (exclusion of belief in God) the answer 
to questions about origins. Itis an elementary truth that we human beings did 
not make ourselves, nor the universe in which we find ourselves, We must 
therefore account for ourselves and the universe as given (‘‘data’’). Their 
givenness is inescapable. Thus when we ask how, by whom or what, they were 
given, the answer positing a transcendent, personal Giver must be permitted 
inthe name of “neutrality” itself. This answer is just as “rational” (though not 
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empirically observable) as an answer positing eternal matter in motion 
“directed” by chance plus time (equally not empirically observable). Neither 
answer is itself ‘neutral absolutely, nor are absolutely “neutral” answers 
possible about origins, and thus about scientific research in general which 
also originates ultimately in the origin of the “given”, which we and the world 
are.? 

The “crime” of Biblical creationism is that it is drawing increasing attention 
to the fact that the vaunted “neutrality of science” is a myth. Darwinism, 
explicitly and frankly starting with assumptions and the “hypothetical 
method”, with deduction from philosophical premises rather than the 
humbler traditional inductive method (though it, too, professed a “neutrality” it 
did not in fact possess), received its just deserts: destruction at the hands of 
“given’ reality pointing, in Hoyle’s and Wickramasinghe’s words, “clearly and 
decisively to a cosmic origin of life . . . an ‘intelligence’ . . . or God.’'° To the 
creationist, Bible-believing Christian, this is the expected vindication of 
Romans 1:18-20. 


FOOTNOTES 
1 “British Pair Find a Controlled ‘Cosmic Origin’ of Life, Wichita Eagle- 
Beacon, December 11, 1982, p. 21 Z. 
2 See Ellen Myers, ‘‘Monistic Evolutionism as a Pseudo-Paradigm,” CSSH 
Quarterly, Vol. V, No. 2 (Winter 1982), pp. 14-28. 

3 George Daniels, editor, Darwinism Comes To America (Waltham, MA: 
Blaisdell Publishing Co., 1968), p. 42. 

4 Norman Macbeth, Darwin Retried (New York: Dell Publishing Co., 1971, 
First Delta Printing 1973), p. 7. 

5 Ibid. 

Henry M. Morris, Men of Science, Men of God (San Diego, CA: Creation- 

Life Publishers, 1982), p. 35. 

See Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe, IL: Free 

Press, 1957), Chapter 18, ‘Puritanism, Pietism, and Science.” 

This fact has been recognized by numerous unbelieving scientists and 

philosophers themselves. For an especially enlightening discussion, see 

Imre Lakatos, and Alan Musgrave, editors, Criticism and the Growth of 

Knowledge (Cambridge University Press, 1970), esp. p. 91 ff., reviewed in 
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2 Major Christian thinkers and defenders of the faith, notably Cornelius Van 
Til and Rousas John Rushdoony, have done invaluable work in showing 
the impossibility of “neutrality” about anything whatsoever, including 
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Book Reviews 


The Neck of the Giraffe: Where Darwin Went Wrong by Francis Hitching. 
New York, Ticknor and Fields, 1982 pb., 288 pp., $13.95 


Very likely in the months and years ahead 7he Neck of the Giraffe will 
become a minor classic in the on-going debate between science and religion. 
It would be an exercise in understatement to say that this book is a very 
important one. The Neck of the Giraffe is one of those rare books that summar- 
izes and evaluates a complex and exceedingly important problem in an inter- 
esting and even humorous manner. The sub-title of the book, “‘“Where Darwin 
Went Wrong,” accurately states the thrust of the book, that is, that Charles 
Darwin was wrong in his theory of evolution. 

A chance reading of the title and sub-title would likely evoke disbelief 
among some, laughter and incredulity among others, and dismissal of it by still 
others as yet another in the long line of crabby attacks on Darwin by religious 
fanatics. Disbelief and surprise might be proper responses by those who are 
unaware of the decade-long row that has been bubbling up in the academic 
journals and in the annual conventions of the various scientific associations. 
Hitching summarizes this debate and concludes that the great weight of 
evidence supports the conclusion that Darwin's theory of evolution cannot be 
sustained. Darwin, of course, argued that man descended from other forms of 
life over a long period of time through the process of natural selection. 

In the first chapter Hitching outlines the central role that fossil records play 
in a Darwinian view of evolution. While textbooks at all levels suggest conti- 
nuity in the various layers of fossil deposits, Hitching shows that leading 
scientists today recognize that this claim is false and non-provable. Gaps in the 
fossil record exist and undermine the validity of this crucial element in the 
Darwinian theory. States Hitching, “Puzzling though this is to those of us 
brought up to believe in the gradual ascent of man from the amoeba, the fossil 
record contradicts this.” 

Darwin was aware that he could not explain the mechanism of change, a 
subject examined in the second chapter by Hitching. By the time of Darwin's 
death in 1882 it seemed that the Mendelian laws of genetics supplied the 
answer to the question as to how changes between generations took place. 
Mendel was correct in certain respects, but a century of genetic studies has 
revealed an incredibly complex genetic pattern, one with limits that preclude 
its application to the problem of the origin of species. There are, Hitching 
observes, natural limits to genetic change, a fact that is most frustrating to 
Darwinian evolutionists. 

Even micro-changes, as in viruses, have been advanced by modern biolo- 
gists as evidence of evolution. But, concludes Hitching, it is a long step from 
minor alterations to “micro-changes” implied in the Darwinian theory. 

Turning to the question of meaningful information encoded in genes, Hitch- 
ing examines the evidence associated with the discovery of DNA. While it 
seems clear that all life forms include DNA and DNA-related properties, 
suggesting that all life had a common origin, little more can be said, according 
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to Hitching. A central mystery, obviously, is the question of how life-sustaining 
elements came into being in the first place — “How did life begin?’” Modern 
biologists speculate on this question to be sure. But, says Hitching, they will 
never know how life began ina scientific sense because it was by definitiona 
unique event and “unique events cannot be investigated satisfactorily by 
science.” 

Hitching devotes substantial space to a discussion of the various theories of 
the origin of life at the DNA level. It is a thoughtful and lengthy summary, but 
too long to note in detail here. One point is clear, as the title to the third chapter 
suggests; the odds are greatly against a chance formation of life (DNA-related 
factors) from non-life chemicals and conditions. The odds are of a magnitude 
that is beyond the comprehension and imagination of the human mind — 
10'38 and the like. 

In the fourth chapter Hitching reviews biological oddities. He does this after 
quoting Darwin himself to the effect that if complex organs (the eye) exist, 
which could not have been the result of slight modifications over along period 
of time, his theory “would absolutely break down.” Biologists recognize that 
the human eye is amazingly complex in structure and in operation. It is also 
admitted by most that for such an organ to arrive at its present complex state 
by chance in a natural selection process is against all odds. 

The same can be said about Bombardier Beetles, the whale’s tail, feathers 
on birds, hair on mammals, blood circulation, poison in snakes, and much 
more. “Fanciful,”” says Hitching, is the correct way to label the notion that 
these marvelous features of nature’s creatures matured by chance. It is, as 
Hitching states, “‘against all odds.” 

Having suggested that the Darwinian theory of evolution requires too much 
speculation to be accepted as valid, Hitching turns to alternative theories ina 
fifth chapter. In it he first examines creationism as a theory. The result is a 
thoughtful summary of its main features. In fact, the chapter is a very good 
short summary of all current creationist thinking. In the end, Hitching rejects 
creationism as an explanation because it cannot be proved or disproved. 
Nevertheless, Hitching gives the impression that it is a formidable school of 
thought, one that he basically respects for its honesty and competence. 

One weakness of Hitching’s study should be mentioned at this point. In a 
subsequent chapter he discusses the development of a new evolutionary 
theory that he believes will, at some point, replace Darwin's now discredited 
theory. Unfortunately, he does not note clearly that this new view is based on 
unprovable assumptions, just as the creationist view is. In other words, he 
could be more conscious of the “presuppositional nature of knowledge,” 
including his own. 

Chapter six is an excellent summary of the problem of time as it affects the 
question of evolution. Central to Darwin’s view, of course, is a very long time 
period for the existence of the world — the earth had to be very very old for the 
supposed evolutionary changes to take place gradually. This is a familiar idea 
in all textbooks dealing with Darwin‘s views — millions and billions of years 
are mentioned and thrown about in a cavalier way. But recently, scientific 
thinking has gone in the opposite direction, arguing for dramatic changesina 
relatively short time period. This is a further blow to the Darwinian view. The 
problem of dating anything beyond the reaches of human experience involves 
grand assumptions that even Hitching seems not to appreciate. It should be 
added that Hitching’s summary of current theories of catastrophic change in 
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the earth's surface is exceptional — worth reading aside from its place in the 
development of the book. 

A seventh chapter evaluates the tendency for contemporary biologists to 
focus too much on genes, molecules, and cells. This has caused them, says 
Hitching, to lose sight of “nature’s creations as a whole.” There are patterns to 
life, he notes that are unexplained by the myoptic focus on micro-elements. 
There seems to be, he says, an underlying “law of forms” which all of life 
obeys. 

It is also in this chapter that he explains a view of evolution that he hopes 
will one day come to replace Darwin's theory, one attributed largely to the 
Belgian physicist Ilya Prigogine. While very complex and extremely difficult to 
comprehend, in essence this theory postulates the existence of a single 
underlying principle to all matter. This is a mathematical principle, or series of 
related principles, that is so complex that Hitching turned to a friend for help in 
understanding it. Said his friend, in the end, intriguing though his work is, “In 
many ways Prigogine is as much a mystic as a physicist or chemist. He has a 
view of life which may well be right, but does not altogether lend itself to your 
existing scientific methods — in other words, to be blunt, it is not science as we 
know it.” 

This conclusion, as indicated earlier, is much like Hitching’s attitude toward 
creationism. In other words, the “new” theory of evolution seems not to be any 
more provable than creationism. 

Having discussed the failure of Darwin's theory and having discussed the 
“new” evolution, Hitching has made his main arguments. He does, however, 
have an additional chapter on “monkey business” in which he shows clearly 
how evolutionists over the years have doctored the evidence to support the 
theory — Piltdown Man, Peking Man, and the like. This is valuable material for 
people who have not been aware of the hoaxes associated with the attempts 
to substantiate Darwin’s theory over the years. These “reconstructions” of 
“missing links” are part and parcel of the history of Darwinian evolution. 

A final chapter is a useful history of Darwin’s life. It points out, for example, 
that Darwin's grandfather, Erasmus Darwin had written on evolution in his 
Zoonomia (1794, 1797).Most of the ideas in Charles’ Origin of Species (1859) 
can also be found in his grandfather's work, a copy of which Charles owned 
and thumbed well. Nevertheless, Hitching concludes that Charles Darwin was 
a great student of nature and would be famous for this even though he was 
wrong in his theory of evolution. 

After reading The Neck of the Giraffe, the inescapable conclusion is that 
biologists must now go back to the drawing boards and look again for an 
explanation to the riddle of life. It can only be hoped that teachers of science, at 
all levels, will take to heart the message Hitching has summarized so well for 
us all and stop teaching the Darwinian theory of evolution as though it were 
correct. In fact, any teacher who continues to teach in the Darwinian fashion 
after reading Hitching’s book can only be regarded as insufficiently advanced 
on the evolutionary ladder. 

If Mark Twain could read The Neck of the Giraffe, his reaction would be 
predictable. He would smile agreeably. When he visited the museums in his 
days that housed the “reconstructed” creatures of the evolutionary past, he 
said of the dinosaur that it was ‘three bones and twelve barrels of plaster.” 


— Reviewed by L. John Van Til, Grove City College, Grove City, PA 16127. 
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Wealth For All: Religion, Politics and War, by R.E. McMaster, Jr. A.N., Inc. P.O. 
Box 67, Whitefish, Montana 59937, 1982. 305 pp. incl. Notes and Selected 
Bibliography, $14.95 ppd. from publisher, or $7.50 ppd. by ordering through 
the Creation Social Science and Humanities Society, 1429 N. Holyoke, 
Wichita, Kansas 67208. 


Today a believer in the Biblical creation perspective can be justly delighted in 
examples of “second-generation” books setting forth practical, concrete 
applications of this perspective to their own fields of professional expertise. 
Wealth For Allis a detailed, cogently and crisply developed blueprint for action 
in the area of political and economic involvement. It is based upon unabashed 
belief in the God and Creator of the Bible, and buttressed by a wealth of factual 
information. | say this is a ‘‘second-generation” creationist book because 
credibility of the Biblical creation perspective itself is not argued but presup- 
posed; not the perspective itself but rather its outworking in human individual 
and/or social action is the center of discussion. However, the author includes 
a section “War On Origin" (45-82) in which he compares the Biblical creation 
perspective with its evolutionist alternative and enumerates many powerful 
scientific evidences in favor of Biblical creation, and especially of a young age 
for the universe. At this point he mentions the fact that when Dr. Henry Morris, 
dean of the contemporary creationist movement, ‘spoke to professional oil 
industry geologists in Houston, Texas several years ago, he received a stand- 
ing ovation upon completion. Practicing oil industry geologists recognized that 
Dr. Morris’ work on creation fit with the real world of geology. Reality science 
is far different than the evolutionary, academic variety (72)."’ The agreement of 
the Biblical creation perspective with reality is McMaster’s principal and most 
persuasive argument for this perspective. 

McMaster knows whereof he speaks. He is editor of The Reaper, one of 
America’s largest and most highly respected economic and commodity advi- 
sory services, and president of CYCLE Ill, a $2400 a year commodity advisory 
service which has the reputation of successfully forecasting market turning 
points sometimes months in advance, often to the day. He has been involved 
in the development of ranches, shopping centers and private schools, and 
holds a Master's degree from the University of Northern Colorado. Most 
chapters in Wealth For All first appeared in The Reaper, some several years 
ago; the reader can only admire the accuracy of McMaster's forcecasts in 
retrospect — and the epistemological, moral and rational foundation upon 
which McMaster’s work is established. 

McMaster states that if a man exercises responsibility under God over the 
two basic ingredients of economics — land and labor — that is, if man acts in 
his own best /ong-term interest — then the long-term interest of all men will 
also be realized, and there will be “increasing wealth for all through time (3).” 
Money is first of all a commodity (and only later a commodity substitute). 
Reward is commensurate with responsibility; therefore property rights are 
necessary for human rights. The primacy of the country and not the city is 
stressed, because “all real new goods, all real new wealth, and, therefore, all 
real new money originates in the rural country. This is concrete reality (4). 
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The resources of the country are then transformed by division of labor and 


inventiveness in the cities so that in a responsible society cities and the rural 
countryside live in mutually beneficial symbiosis. At the end of a civilization 


cycle cities usually become parasites, failing to stimulate new and better 
productivity and bankrupting their hosts. “This is why world cities are histori- 
cally both the highest achievement, as well as the culmination, of a mature 
civilization (5).” 

McMaster’‘s outline for “a practical, healthy balance for an economy long- 
term” includes decentralization of city industries; halting of any and all ways of 
“creation of money out of thin air (inflation), whether by using the printing 
press, the Federal Reserve’s monetizing of the federal deficit, credit cards, or 
through the creation of credit via the fractional reserve banking system (7)’; 
abolition of compound interest and replacement of most banking functions by 
“decentralized joint venture, partnership and stock centers, where men with 
land, labor, ideas and capital . . . meet in order to structure productive eco- 
nomic enterprises, exclusive of (void of) monetary ‘interest’ (11)."’ This “plank” 
in McMaster’s economic “platform” is reminiscent of the following passage in 
C.S. Lewis's Mere Christianity: 

There is one bit of advice given to us by the ancient heathen Greeks, and 
by the Jews in the Old Testament, and by the great Christian teachers of 
the Middle Ages, which the modern economic system has completely 
disobeyed. All these people told us not to lend money at interest: and 
lending money at interest — what we call investment — is the basis of 
our whole system. . .l am not an economist and | simply do not know 
whether the investment system is responsible for the state we are in or 
not. This is where we want the Christian economist. But | should not 
have been honest if | had not told you that three great civilizations had 
agreed (or so it seems at first sight) in condemning the very thing on 
which we have based our whole life. (81, 19th Printing 1975, Macmil- 
lan, New York). 
McMaster emphasizes the need of freedom for men to be creative, produc- 
tive and responsible; “they must be free, subject only to natural and moral 
law” (8). Government is “a parasite, an overhead expense ... . the larger the 
government, the bigger the parasite. The bigger the parasite, the closer the 
civilization is to its demise (8). The theological truth (McMaster has Il Thes- 
salonians 3:10 in mind) that if a man does not work, he should not eat, “has 
been violated historically by mature cities.’ Government should be as near the 
land, as local as possible, as should charity in cases of real need. The use of 
“OPM" (Other People’s Money) must be stopped by avoiding debt and pros- 
cribing interest as well as the fractional reserve banking system which is the 
primary cause of the illusion of false “wealth” today. We must recognize that 
“the economic viability of the rural country Is critical for the entire civilization’s 
economic health (17). Our own country and civilization is in crisis today 
because our farmers are in deep trouble: “The 1981 net farm income, in 
uninflated dollars, was the lowest since the Great Depression (16).” “The 
ultimate fallout” of this Biblical creation-based concept of ‘wealth for all”, 
McMaster writes, “should be in the development of human potential. . .since 
man’s basic economic needs will be met, man will be free as never before to 
develop his talents, which will in turn benefit society . . . (21) A little later he 
states in passing that the concept of Social Darwinism “lends justification to 
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those in power (government), as to the correctness of their position and their 
ultimate authority . . . By virtue of having reached their lofty position, they 
have the ‘Tight’ to tell all the rest of us what to do, because they are ‘the fittest.’ 
If we buy social evolution, we buy the concept of a slave state. (26) 

McMaster points out that 

. , . the greatness of our country and its government were built upon 
the ultimate, universal laws of a sovereign, loving God who solved the 
ultimate political question. For, the Biblical God is both the individual 
and the group (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, separate yet united). And, in 
time, the rights of the individual are balanced with the rights of the 
group, where each man responsibly seeks his own self-interest long- 
term by serving his fellow man in the free market. The individual serves 
himself by serving the group (society) in free economic exchange. 

There is not a single Biblical law laid out for man that I can find, in 
either the Old or New Testaments, where the long-term self-interest of 
the individual, the group, and God are not one and the same. Not onel If 
you don’t believe this, for a start, just plow through the “Great Com- 
mandment,” the “Golden Rule,’’ and the “Ten Commandments.” Their 
correct application results in a “Win-Win-Win” situation for the individ- 
ual, the group, and God. (27) 

In his “War on Origin” chapter he says that “(s)cience depends upon excess 
capital, money, which allows scientific investigation to occur. Excess capital is 
only (emphasis added) the product of a culture operating under the creation 
model, long-term. (77) A few lines later is the following marvelous praise of 
our Lord (matter-of-factly put in parentheses): “Christian culture was/is the 
exception (from men’s fear of what they did not understand) because it was/is 
uniquely reality-oriented. (77)” 

The book contains good lists: creationist scientists of note and their fields of 
invention/investigation (79-81); the chief tenets of contemporary secular 
humanism (106-107); indicators of an imminent “power play” by the Federal 
government (136-138 and also 147); what it takes to get elected in this 
country (149-150), alist that is sickening but alas, so true; a deeply disturbing 
set of questions about the status of our country (178-183), centering largely 
upon matters of national and international finance and the inadequacy of U.S. 
military defense; and a list of 37 indications of a civilization headed for a fall 
(263-265), all of which fit the United States today except No. 8, ““Overwhelm- 
ing population numbers hinder individual development and achievement" (as 
it stands, this statement is unacceptable, if for no other reason but that 
population density in the United States is notoriously lower than in other 
countries which permit great individual development and achievement, for 
instance Switzerland, West Germany, Holland or Japan). 

Finally, McMaster introduces us to various theories of shorter or longer 
cycles within history. Of these, the most striking one is the Drought Clock 
developed by Dr. Raymond H. Wheeler of the University of Kansas nearly four 
decades ago. It is tied to the 510-year civilization cycle developed by McMaster 
himself and also by the Foundation for the Study of Cycles (24 S. Highland 
Ave., Pittsburgh, PA 15206). The pertinent chapters in Wealth For All should 
be closely studied, and historical facts relevant to the end of the last cycle (ca. 
1500 A.D.) and forecasting the next world-shaking cataclysmic crisis for about 

1988-2000 A.D. are awesomely convincing. McMaster does not hesitate to 
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suggest that, (n)ow, as never before, is the world primed for a macho ‘super- 
man.’ The stage is set, at the end of the 500-year cycle, for the ‘superman’ to 
be an ‘anti-christ.. How much better a Cromwell? How much better still a 
Christian revival? (269)" 

| was impressed with McMaster’s Biblical integration of the cyclical andthe 
linear views of time (I had been exclusively committed to the linear view before 
reading his analysis). | quote the salient points: 

Which view of time is correct? ... both are true, but neither is 
individually so. It all boils down to recognizing how linear and cyclical 
time fit together. 

History does have meaning. Civilizations do rise and fall in line with 
cause and effect. Societies do reap what they sow in a linear sense. At 
the same time, since human nature is a constant, civilizations (men 
collectively) throughout history tend to repeat themselves in much the 
same ways. So, there are cycles of civilizations, too... 

Thus, while linear time and cyclical time are integrated and work 
together, cyclical time is subordinate to linear time. When linear time is 
up, the cycle ceases. Linear time calls the ultimate shots. (272) 

McMaster then fits cyclical turning points, stock market technical indicators, 
prices, and American wars (among other factors) into this integration of 
cyclical time within linear time. It is a fascinating chapter (“U.S. Wars 
Squared”, 272-277), ending with a forecast of a global catastrophe in the late 
eighties, and then McMaster’s counsel: 

Is there any way of escape? The writer has found only one. That is, 
individuals, and then the nation collectively, must first grab hold of the 
anchor of the personal, sovereign, loving God. Then, cooperative 
change must come, and come rapidly. The answer is necessarily spirit- 
ual. Only a spiritual answer can overcome these strong natural influen- 
ces to which human “animals” are subject. (277) 

The wealth of information and good judgment about the above and numer- 
ous other areas (such as church/state relations, the occult as part of a 
civilization’s decline, the involvement of prominent American politicians and 
news media personalities with the Trilateral Commission, etc.) amply com- 
pensates for a certain diffuseness due to the book's format, and for occasional 
semantic and/or theological lapses (for instance, man’s “finite mind” rather 
than his sin is singled out as “man’s fundamental problem”, p. 23). Within the 
overall purpose and tenor of the book, however, such shortcomings are 
relatively unimportant. 

We recommend this book to our readers. If you send in your order (with 
payment) through us, you may purchase a copy for $7.50, or half the retail 
price, 


— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 
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Building a Storehouse (anonymous drawing) 


George Gilder: Wealth and Poverty. New York: Basic Books, 1981, Bantam 
Books Edition January 1982. Pb., 365 pp. incl. Notes, Bibliography and Index. 
$3.95. 


Itis a sign of improvement in at least some college departments of econom- 
ics that my son, a graduate student in business administration, was recently 
assigned George Gilder’s Wealth and Poverty for a book review. One of 
America’s foremost conservative politicians, Representative Jack Kemp, 
recommends it as “the first book in years that compellingly makes the case for 
the moral as well as practical merits of capitalism.’ The informed older student 
of modern economics, who remembers the virtual monopoly exercised by 
anti-private enterprise capitalist schools of economics at our universities until 
recently, has reason to be pleased. Bible-believing Christian creationists can 
generally accept Wealth and Poverty as a defense of private enterprise capital- 
ism with which they can agree in many respects (although not wholly). 

Lastly, Wealth and Poverty is not written in the strained erudition all too 
frequent with professional economists, replete with mathematical formulae; it 
should appeal to intelligent, inquiring minds who are not necessarily profes- 
sional economists but simply seek a lucid treatment of the field. Gilder writes 
in a manner easy to be understood and holds attention throughout the book. 
He does so while displaying an enormous wealth of information pertinent to 
his discussion. This information comes from many dozens of authoritative 
sources. They include relatively little known conservative works, such as Hans 
Sennholz’s Death and Taxes and Ernest van der Haag‘s Capitalism: Sources of 
Hostility (both published by the Heritage Foundation, Washington, D.C.), or 
Jacqueline Kasun‘s S/aughter on Main Street (on abortion, published by 
Valley Christian University of Clovis, CA), and also the “bibles” of various free 
enterprise and socialist/Keynesian schools (such as Boehm-Bawerk’s The 
Positive Theory of Capital; Milton Friedman‘s Capitalism and Freedom; John 
Kenneth Galbraith’s The Affluent Society; and John Maynard Keynes’ Gen- 
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eral Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money). No one can accuse Gilder of 
not having done his homework, 

Gilder begins by showing that both liberal and conservative writers agree 
that “‘for all its superficial virtues, private enterprise suffers from profound 
social conflicts and moral contradictions deriving from its continuing practical 
failures and lack of transcendent justification. Our rising affluence, it is said, 
springs from a consumer ethic with a hedonistic base, a continual whetting of 
appetites by advertising that is in the end destructive to the moral disciplines of 
capitalist production and distribution (4).‘" Over against this unfavorable 
assessment of free enterprise capitalism Gilder develops his own thesis of it 
as “the heroic creativity of entrepreneurs (7). 

This “‘heroic creativity”, according to Gilder, ‘‘begins with givings. Not from 
greed, avarice, or even self-love can one expect the rewards of commerce, but 
from a spirit closely akin to altruism, a regard for the needs of others, a 
benevolent, outgoing, and courageous temper of mind. . . . Not taking and 
consuming, but giving, risking and creating are the characteristic roles of the 
capitalist, the key producer of the wealth of nations, from the last developed to 
the most advanced (23).” 

Gilder then attempts to show the nature of developing private capitalism as 
giving gifts by referring to various anthropological studies of such customs as 
potlatch among North American Indians and similar customs among the 
Siuai in the Solomon Islands. He asserts that such cultural habits among 
primitive tribes “illustrate a capitalist tendency to assemble and distribute 
wealth (26). However, specialization and division of labor are also needed for 
economic growth to occur, as pointed out by Adam Smith. But, Gilder says, “‘in 
order to explain the extraordinary productivity of capitalism . . . (we must) 
focus not on the exchange mechanism (the market) but on the prior gift and its 
creation. . . Itis the process of invention and specialization — the production 
of new goods — that expands the market (ibid.).”” 

This redefinition of capitalist, private enterprise as “‘gifts’’ permeates 
Gilder’s entire book. While implicitly rejecting that “conventional wisdom” 
which regards charity or generosity as “‘just giving things away without 
calculation,” Gilder allows that this wisdom does “capture an important truth,” 
namely, that the reciprocation involved in free market exchange “must be 
voluntary to succeed. The grasping or hoarding rich man is the antithesis of 
capitalism, not its epitome (33).’’ Gilder also stipulates that “sensible levels of 
benefits” are needed for the poor, because they enable people “freely to join 
the system of giving (ibid.)."’ Now this line of argument is interesting and novel, 
but to people familiar with and obedient to the Bible it will not do to equate 
reciprocal trading or investment for expected profit with Biblical alms-giving to 
the needy. 

A Biblical basis for private enterprise capitalism is found in the parables of 
the talents (Matthew 25:14-31) and the pounds (Luke 19:12-26). One wond- 
ers why Gilder does not use these parables which fit his thesis so well. One 
finally understands why not upon reading the book's concluding chapter, “The 
Necessity for Faith.” Here Gilder makes it clear that his god is not the Personal 
Triune God of the Bible Who is other than, and transcends, all things which 
He created ex nihilo by His Word. Gilder’s “‘god’ is the god of pantheist 
mysticism where all is ultimately one.’ He spells his belief out explicitly as 
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follows: 

As America’s greatest philosopher Charles Peirce has written, matter 
consists of inert or ‘fallen’ mind. . . But the essence of the universe is 
creative consciousness, continually generating new energy and thought. 

The human mind is not necessarily autonomous or limited to the 
individual brain. The mind has access to a higher consciousness, some- 
times anomalously, after Jung, called a collective unconscious, some- 
times defined as God. As a person’s mind merges with the living 
consciousness that is the ulterior stuff of the cosmos, he reaches new 
truths, glimpses the new ideas — the projections of light into the 
unknown future — by which intellectual progress occurs. (309) 

This view, of course, precludes an ultimate accounting by man for his action — 
his investment — in this present life to the “ulterior stuff” of the universe 
which gave him his “intellectual progress” to begin with. Such accounting, 
however, is due in the Biblical world view to the Biblical God Who is most 
certainly not “ulterior stuff’ with which our minds “merge”, nor is matter the 
corpse of His mind and hence “‘fallen’’ (a Gnostic-Manichean line of reasoning 
eliminating man’s own deliberate fall into sin in Eden). No, the God and 
Creator of the Bible is an “I, a Person with unchangeable character unchan- 
geably expressed in Christ and the testimony of the Holy Spirit, in the Bible, 
and also in His handiwork, the material creation (whose very fall from original 
perfection and being subject to entropy and death shows that disobedience to 
this God is judged). 

Consistent with his concept of ‘god’ Gilder bases his thesis upon chance as 
ultimately determining progress. He asserts that the source of the ideas 
behind human creativity is chance: “Theories arise spontaneously and myste- 
riously, by intuition or happenstance (308).”’ He takes pains to define chance 
as “not the realm of the anarchic and haphazard but the area of freedom and 
the condition of creativity (298). But “freedom” and “‘the condition of creativ- 
ity” are not further defined, nor are they set apart in detail from mere anarchy 
or randomness. Gilder adds that “‘we call it chance because it is beyond the 
ken of ordered rational processes, part of ‘the mysterious realm’ that Einstein 
called ‘the cradle of true art and true science.’ (ibid.)" Gilder also opposes the 
“strained Darwinian analogy” in which random “luck” in economic enter- 
prises is compared to random “mutations” and seen thus to account for 
the “complex and dynamic structures of capitalism”, yet doing so no better 
than Darwinism’s account for the “prodigally various plenitude of the natural 
world (ibid.)’’ But all of this misses the mark, for Gilder’s “explanation” is at 
least as nebulous as Darwinism, sets no real boundary between anarchy and 
freedom, or randomness and purpose, and has but one advantage — consis- 
tency with his religious belief in pantheism. 

This, the book’s most glaring fault, yet points to the formulation of a Biblical 
creationist definition of economic creativity. Economic creativity is part of the 
image of the Biblical Creator-God in man. Acknowledging with a sense of awe 
and praise the unfathomable power and wealth of creativity of our God, we 
readily see the tremendous potential and urge for creativity in man who was 
made in our God's image. We can then account for the compelling rightness of 
exercising our various talents to the fullest in freedom under God, and under 
other men only within the boundaries of God's law. This need for godly 
freedom to exercise our God-given talents is basic to us all as human beings, 
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whether we are artists, composers, sculptors, hunters, farmers, teachers, 
cobblers, housewives, engineers, and, yes, economic investors and produc- 
ers. We bitterly sense our loss when such exercise is impeded by illness, 
handicap, old age, or by the tyranny of godless fellow men. This mandate to 
“be fruitful” in our talents — part of our Creator's personal image in each of us 
—also explains why societies where this mandate can be freely and individu- 
ally fulfilled prosper, and why societies hindering its fulfillment stagnate.? It is 
Gilder’s strongest point that he tells us over and over again in various connec- 
tions and formulations that man’s fundamental human nature spurs him onto 
venture forward, despite all odds, into the unknown to blossom and bring fruit. 
Of course godly economic ventures — the limitless realm of practical inven- 
tions, new production processes, exploration and use of natural resources, 
and the like — and imaginative channeling of these new riches to our fellow 
men through a free and honest market — are all part of rightful stewardship 
under God and reflect His glory. 

Apart from its flaws, Gilder’s book is an excellent source of information 
useful to defenders of economic freedom under God. His critique of state or 
government-directed welfare, which by cushioning economic risk and not 
creating but merely redistributing wealth destroys the creative potential of the 
supposed “beneficiaries”, is outstanding. Gilder also rightly, and with the 
support of many sociological studies, shows that the sense of self-worth of 
male welfare recipients especially is destroyed when welfare support makes 
poor men superfluous as providers for their wives and children, and thus 
destroys the chief stabilizing factor of society, the monogamous family. 

Of particular merit is Gilder’s excellent repartee to John Kenneth Gal- 
braith’s and John Maynard Keynes’ theories of demand as the decisive factor 
in the marketplace. Gilder shows convincingly that supply determines 
demand and creates new, unforeseen and unforeseeable demand because of 
the ingenuity of economic inventors and producers. This view of supply as 
preceding and giving birth to demand is true to the Biblical creation picture. 
God first created supplies to be found by man upon his creation on the sixth 
and last day of creation week, and this supply would be the basis for man’s 
subsequent demands. As Gilder also points out, how could we know in 
concrete detail what to demand, unless there were prior supplied goods to 
choose from? 

There are many excellent quotes from historical sources, and numerous 
instructive true stories about individual entrepreneurs and their rise to wealth 
(69ff). Most praiseworthy to this reviewer, however, was Gilder’s well-argued 
emphasis upon the fact (obvious to all but the most stubborn, dyed-in-the- 
wool logical positivist) that statistics and economics reports neither do nor can 
tell the whole story about economic activity. Gilder writes: 

Harvey Leibenstein of Harvard has presented a large body of evidence 
that shows that the key factor in productivity difference among firms 
and between countries is neither the kind of allocational efficiency 
stressed in economic texts nor any other measurable input in the 
productive process. The differences derive from management, motiva- 
tion, and spirit, from a factor he cannot exactly identify but that he calls 
X-efficiency. He quotes Tolstoy in War and Peace. 

Military science assumes the strength of any army to be identical to 
its numbers. . . (In fact it)is the product of its mass and some unknownx 
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. .. the spirit of the army. . . . To define and express the significance of 
this unknown factor . . . is a problem for science. . . only solvable if. . . 
we recognize this unknown quantity in its entirety as being the greater 
or lesser desire to fight and to face danger. 

In other words, measurable inputs, such as those that can be calcu- 
lated in a planned economy, do not determine output. Leibenstein 
shows that productivity differences between workers doing the same 
job in a particular plant are likely to vary as much as four to one, that 
differences as high as 50 percent can arise between plants command- 
ing identical equipment and the same size labor force that is paid 
identically. Matters of management, motivation, and spirit — and their 
effects on willingness to innovate and seek new knowledge — dwarf all 
measurable inputs in accounting for productive efficiency, both for 
individuals and groups and for management and labor. (39-40) 

As Christian creationists — and probably also from the basis of simple com- 
mon sense, so often despised by academic ‘‘experts’’ — we should have 
predicted the results affirmed by Tolstoy, confirmed by Leibenstein, and cited 
by Gilder. As Christian creationists we would have done so on the basis of 
man’s having been created in the image of the God of the Bible as a personal 
being which can never be part of economic “equipment.” 

It is high time that we ourselves produced writers who like George Gilder 
are able to put together information in support of our faith as it applies to the 
social sciences in general, and economics in particular. But our epistemologi- 
cal basis for interpretation of information would be creation by the God of the 
Bible of man in His own image and likeness. Our case will be argued from this 
epistemological basis with ultimate plausibility and coherence. In addition we 
can deal with the problems of anarchy (always threatening un-Biblical 
defenders of economic and political freedom"), exploitation and fraud. We 
can also address the problem of the poor (whom, as Jesus told us, we will 
always have with us), as secular economics, politics and sociology cannot. For 
the answer to all such problems involving ethics and accountability to higher 
authority is rooted in our subjection to our Creator and Lord, whom secular 
theorists leave out of their systems. 

Nevertheless, while a larger body of Christian creationist writings in the 
social sciences is being developed, Gilder’s Wealth & Poverty supplies much 
needed and well researched information which Christian people should know, 
We recommend this book with reservations as indicated. 


1 see Ellen Myers, “‘Pantheist Mysticism vs. Created Reality”, CSSH Quar- 
terly, Vol. IV, No. 3 (Spring 1982), and “The Ultimate Evolutionist Model: 
Evolution by Purposive Forces”, CSSH Quarterly, Vol. \V, No. 4 (Summer 


1982). 
2 cf. Igor Shafarevich, The Socialist Phenomenon (Foreword by Aleksandr 
Solzhenitsyn) New York: Harper & Row, 1980. 


— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 
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The Impact of Creationism 
on the Social Sciences* 
Paul D. Ackerman 


As the Biblical creation model of origins is increasingly advanced by my 
colleagues in the natural sciences, | think it timely to give some thought to the 
implications of these developments for the social sciences. Although these 
effects would apply to all branches of the social sciences, my thinking has 
been directed primarily at my own field of psychology. The following list is by 
no means exhaustive, but | do feel that the items mentioned touch on some 
very central and important potential influences. It also should be noted that | 
am persuaded that the following influences would be beneficial rather than 
detrimental. 

First of all, Biblical creationism should stimulate a reexamination of the very 
concept of social science. Social science came into being at least partially asa 
result of the Darwinian revolution, which viewed man as being on a conti- 
nuum with the rest of nature. In this view psychology, for example, was seen 
as noless a natural science than biology or physics. Man could be the object of 
study as legitimately as any other completely natural phenomenon. Unfortu- 
nately, what has been gained in terms of increased knowledge about man’s 
behavior has been purchased at a price of man’s sense of uniqueness. The 
gains are impressive and useful, but the loss is gigantic. Perhaps the best way 
of stating it is that social science has gained much in the way of knowledge 
about man but lost much in terms of understanding man. 

| presume that we would all agree that the question of whether a social 
science should be undertaken at all is by now moot. Mankind has long since 
passed the point of noreturn on that question. Social science with its benefits, 
liabilities, potentialities and danger is with us, and until the Lord returns, it will 
probably remain so. What | believe we can expectantly pray is that Biblical 
creationism would enable a clearer delineation of the domain and limits of 
social science. That it would, in short, allow man to regain his sense of dignity 
and uniqueness as “created in God's image” without losing the benefits of 
increased knowledge which can derive from an active and vibrant social 
science. 


Creationism as Counterrevolutionary 


Asecond point is somewhat related to and follows from the first. The social 
sciences have in recent years become increasingly revolutionary in their 
outlook. Under the influence of relativism and evolutionism, many social 
scientists have come to see their mission as the reshaping and redirection of 
mankind. Guided by this or that reductionist personality theory, they have set 


*Reprinted in revised form from Vol. I, No. 4 of the CSSH Quarterly. 
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out to “recreate” man. The sensitivity/encounter group movement is one 
example of an effort to recreate man in the image of psychological theory. 
Social experiments in economics, education, mental health and politics have 
been conceived, promoted, and in some cases carried out. What role might 
scientific creationism play in this revolutionary aspect of social science? To the 
degree Biblical creationism comes to be accepted by the lay and scientific 
communities, it would greatly reduce this revolutionary tendency. 

But there is a sobering aspect of this matter. There is a tremendous zeal and 
commitment in the revolutionary thinking of many social scientists and 
planners. They have a vision — not always clearly defined in their own minds 
— but a rough vision nonetheless of a new world order. To the extent that they 
see scientific creationism “catching on,” they will also quite rightly see itas a 
threat to their objectives. If scientific creationism in accordance with secular 
rules and norms of free academic inquiry and persuasion is seen to be gaining 
the upper hand, then many evolutionists might be tempted to abandon those 
rules and norms in opposing it. In short, creationists may force their hand. 


Free Will vs. Determinism 


A third point has to do with the view of man as active agent versus passive 
reactor. In a very basic sense the problem of all science is the problem of 
accounting for motion. Why do things move at all, and why do they move in 
this or that particular manner? The ancient Greeks addressed the problem in 
terms of a distinction between active self-action and passive reaction. Do 
things only move because they are struck by some external force, or do they 
move according to some cause entirely within themselves? In psychology 
there is continual debate between the active and passive views. For many 
years the passive position was predominant, but recent years have seen a 
dramatic resurgence in active, self-actional views of man. 

The problem is that from an evolutionary viewpoint there is no really sound 
epistemological foundation for the self-actional viewpoint. The only really 
satisfactory foundation for viewing man as a free, self-actional agentis “In the 
beginning God created the heavens and the earth." God is the first cause. God 
is by definition a self-actional, free agent. On that ground and only on that 
ground can the psychologist view man as a free, self-actional agent. Free will 
only has meaning in a creationist context. Scientific creationism could there- 
fore provide an important contribution in the sense of a viable philosophical 
foundation for an important and desirable trend in psychology. 

But in a larger sense, the creationist viewpoint transcends the argument 
about active versus passive man, between free will and determinism. God 
created an orderly cause-effect universe. It is regular and lawful in its opera- 
tion. Being part of that creation, man’s behavior is also orderly and lawful. 
Without this faith no science of man would be possible. But man is more. Man 
is also created in God's image. He is a free moral agent. Christians declare this 
as an article of faith. They accept this truth just as they accept the Biblical 
paradox of man’s choice and God's predestination. Both are true and both are 
necessary. One cannot prove man as either active or passive in a scientific 
sense. However, both of these do follow paradoxically from Biblical creationist 
presuppositions. They also fit with scientific and everyday experience. Finally, 
they are in accord with Scriptural revelation. 

Thus, | believe that Biblical creationism provides the only viable epistemo- 
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logical base for scientific psychology. Psychology as science must proceed to 
study behavior as an orderly, cause-effect phenomenon. Its greatest advances 
in terms of explanation, prediction and control have come from that stance in 
which man is viewed as passive. Biblical creationism provides for and pre- 
scribes the bounds for such a view. The boundaries are exactly at that line 
where social science begins to encroach upon and destroy man’s deepest and 
most immediate concept of himself as a choosing agent in the universe. 
Biblical creationism also sets boundaries on the active or self-actional view of 
man. The boundaries are set at the point where psychology’s faith in auto- 
nomous man leads into mysticism and occult speculations. 


Creationism and Common Sense 


A final point concerns the impact of scientific creationism on the common 
sense view of man. We might call this “common sense psychology.’ Under 
the influence of reductionist, evolutionary views, common sense psychology 
has generally been held in low esteem by the experts. The fact is, however, 
that the most correct and valuable description of man‘s personality, apart from 
Scripture, is that provided by common sense psychology. It is more useful and 
accurate in predicting and controlling behavior in general contexts than any of 
the “scientific” theories of personality. That is not to say that scientific theories 
of personality do not provide insights into narrow and limited domains of 
human behavior. They do. Nevertheless, taken at face value and applied 
across general situations, all personality theories are ridiculously inadequate. 
That is why psychologists, regardless of their theoretical persuasion, by and 
large conduct their own lives in terms of a common sense psychology 
perspective. 

One implication of Biblical creationism in general is that common sense is 
far more reliable than evolutionary scientists would have us believe. As an 
evolutionist recently remarked in criticizing creationism, “common sense is 
possibly the least reliable guide to understanding science.” Ina sense, selling 
people on this idea has been the secret of the success of evolutionary theory. 
The average person has been taught that he should distrust his senses and not 
believe what he sees unless it is consistent with current scientific theory. A 
good part of the battle for scientific creationism consists in getting people to 
trust their own senses and consider the common sense appearance of the 
data. 

In summary, | believe we might expect scientific creationism to influence 
the social sciences in the following four ways: First, it would cause a redefini- 
tion of the domain and limits of social science. Second, it would lessen the 
current tendency toward social engineering and cultural management. Third, 
it would provide for a balanced conception of man both as free moral agent and 
subject to environmental and biological influences. Lastly, it would lead to a 
higher regard for common sense and the “naive view” of both man and 
nature. 
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